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a" prestige scale for 50-^gricultural and 
agriculturally related^ 'occupations was developed.. The scale was . 
constructed utilizing data froa a mailed^guestdcnnaire survey * : 
conducted during the spring semester of 1977 at .universities in 
the Southern United states*. K ^5% randoi saaple of UBdergraduate 
■ajorsMn agriculture*^ at these schools were' contact edj this resulted' 
in an* initial target' saaple of 3,398 students. Seventy-four percent, 
or 2,392 ^students, participated in the study. Questionnaire items a^d 
scaling techniques closely parallel those used in the ^National ^ 
Opinion Research .Center study, (Horth-Hatt Scale>. The scale indicated 
that: veterinarian, with a prestige score of 92.7 vas rated as the 
■ost prestigious occupation vhile migrant^ laborer, with a score of 
3,^1.0, M,as the occup^ation with tW- lowest evaluation; there was a 
niecideii_teh,dency for the saaple to evaluate 'professional. Managerial, 
aid i scientific -occupations toward the tcp of the ^prestige hierarchy; 
swine rais.^rs were given substantial!; lower scores than cattle 
raisers ;^ouI'try raisers were ranie'ed slightly lower than swine 
raisers; far* prbduction occupations «e re ranked high /only if they 
involved either ownership or aanageaent by inference* A copy of the 
prestige scale for agricultural occupations, 'the scalie value for each 
occu^atdon> ^and an "in^ex of agreejuent fcj: each ,cccupa(tion are - 
reported along with an analysis of several factors which lay explain 
differences in Jbhe percejJtion of prestige. (Author/HQ) 
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tn 'QixtbuMlly H^oZcuttd otciipcutioYU, U nupohtdd. Thz ^cal^ uoa^ comtMicJ:2,d 
r-H utltLzlng data i^om a. mcUto^d-qu^tionncuJiQ, "^SixJivzij condiiotdd divUhg Jkz - 

Qs 4p/tcng ^mutoji oi 1977 at 14 mlvoJi^^oA In^tha Jf^oathdJm n^nglon thu 

United StatQy^ . .A 15' ^ojicznt.Mndom 6 ample.. mdojugnjadaatt majou In^ 
^ agUdaltuAQ. cut tkoMz j^chooU W2Jiz contacted, and 2,392 Uado^vvU [74 poji- 
— . ^ cznt) panttcipate^d In thz 6'tudy. QiiutLonnoAjui itoM "and scaling tuch- 
fUqao^ 'clo^oZg paMllzt tho^n'u^ad In thz UationaZ Opinion Tl^aaAch 
CzntoA Uady [Uontk-lUitt SaxZz] . A dopy^oi thz p^e^Ugo. '^caZo. io/i 
agUcidtuAol o'ccapatLon^\ ^thz icala vaZuz ioJt dack occupatton, oM an 
indzx oi ag^Q^mznt ion: zach ocaapatlon oAz .nzponttd along wltk an analysis 
oi^QV2Jial\iactQU which may^ zxplatn diiinnzndOA In the, pviczption oi 
- pjtutiga. ; , , ' 



It ,has become widely recognized that American agriculture is becoming 
increasingly important for both qur society and for the international food 
.supply. 'As such, American agriculture appears as one of the major forces 
shaping life for the remainder of^tfhis century;. Colleges of agricultifre 
and land-grant institutions-,, as critical centers for tjie development of 
» agricultural technology and expertise, will [play a substantial role in 
determining the' future. Since the mid-1960 Vs, the enrollment of these 
institutions -ha§ been expanding at a rapid rate; this growth has been 
accotapanied by some ,fiindamentar changes , in the composition and function . " 
of the college^. The agricultur-e student b^ody is ho^ longer composed ' 
primarily of ' farm boys, but has expanded to include bubstantlal .numbers 
of uirhan students and, more recently, women. . At the curriculum 'level, 
the colleges now offer a variety of nontradifiional majors and courses 
that extend the realm pt agricultural training far beyond production and 
marketing. ^ , 
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« Colleges of agriculture, of course, constitute the iilajor institutions 
that produce professionals in agriculture: It is at this 4)0 in t that the" 
question of the relative , grading, of agricultural occupations in terms of - ' 
prestige can^be introduced^ Modem agricultural occupations span a wide • 

,JS. \ *Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Southern Association 

\> of Agficultural Scientists, Eur^l Sociology Section, 'Houston, Texas, 
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tange of specialties — occupations that can be differentiated potentially 
along a number of dimensions including the one at hand,^the prestige 
.hierarchy. As bixr society has moved from ascription to achievement, a 
person^s ^occupation has 'grown* to -consideip'able impo^^tance (Gross, 1959), 
and studies wljich deal wi'jth ^occupational prestige Kave 'proliferated. 
However, little attention has been paid to the a/gricultural occupations.^ 
It' is the object of this manuscript, then, to report. in a, descriptive 
vein the initial development of a prestige scale for a set of 50 agrir-^ 
cultural and agriculturally-related occupations/. The goal of \:his %fi^^ 
research i's* to cpnstruct ^a scale for those fifty occupations that is 
comparable tcj^the North7Hat,t prestige, scale for general occupations 
developed in the 194 7, National Opinion Researqd Center study (Reiss, 1961). 



North-Hatt scaling procedures were 'applied to d^-a obtained from s 
sample of southe:^n undergraduate college students;^o were majoring in 
agricultural subjects. In addition, social origin indicators such as 
jf<arm background, socioeconomic status, and s^, were investigated as 
possible sources of variation* in the perception o^ prestige. 

Development of Prestige Scales y 
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L Few. social alienee endeavprs have received such' sustaifted research 
attention as has the measur^m^mt of occupaticmal" prestige, ThjLs*"approach 
T^q" social stratification emphasizes the 'importance of tTie vertical strata 
In society and assumes ^t;liat* the prestige of occupations in modem indus-^ 
trial societies provides a meaningful and reliable pethod of differen- 
^tiatJfeg along that dimension. In the United^States^ the empirical scaling 
. of occupation^ prestige can be traced to a- number of early studies, 
including those by Counts (J925) , Anderson .(1927-28) , Wilkinson, (1929), ^ , 
and Smith (1943)- In 1947, Cecil G, Nortli^and Paul'K, Hatt, in colla- 
boration with the NaHonal Opinion Research Center, conducted a national 
survey Jthat sought to evaluate the social standing, of a large gr6up of 
occupations (Reiss, 1961), This extremely influential study forms the 
ferpiece in the' literature on prestige scales and is the major point 
reference for practically all prestige scales that have followed, 

^The North-Hatt method was based upon the subjeQtive^perceptions *of 
respondents regarding their evaluation^. of a ntnnber of occupations. 
Respondents were asked how they would ''^ildge' each occupation ^d were - ' 
presented a. rating ^card that ranged /n the order of Excellent standing, 
Good standing. Average standing. Somewhat below average standing Poor 
standing, and I don't know (Reiss,- 1961: 19),- Ninety oc9upations were 
used iri the ' development of the 'scale. As;, has been pointed out, this set' , 
of occupations is "ntrt-generally regarded to be representative of the 
, American occupational structure, despite the efforts of Northland Hatt 
' to .make it jtist that. The list seems to suffer froiKj three main problems: 
^.) it contains a high proportion of professional occupations; (2) many of 
?Ke occupations are* ^ientif ic or governmental in nature; and (3) it con- 
tains no .Vwomein^s occupations", ' * \ • • 

% ^ ^ '♦ 

4"' There is substantial evidence resulting froiq, the numerous . empiriqal 
^applicationis of prestige scales that the prestige of occupations^is nearly 
constant- In their a^sessmeuf of occupational prestige in the U,S, between 
.1925 and 1963., Hodge, Siegel and Rossi T1964) con%lude that there is a 
•high degree of stability^ In the perception of 'occupational, prestige during 
that period, „ This conclusion was based upon a 1963 natiopal replicat:^.on \ 



of .the NORC study and an examination- of the earlier "studiies by Counts 
^ (1925) and Smith (1943). They found a correlation coefficient of .9^ 

between fhe scores obtained In the 1947 JfORC study and the scores obtained 
. in their 19^3 replication. There appeared to be a very slight .upward shift 
in' scores during the^ period, but the most remarkable characteristic was 
the extreme consistency of scores. They also found substantial cotrela- - 
-ticks (although of slightly smaller magnitude) between the Counts study^ 
(1927)/ the Smith study (1943), and the two more recent national surveys. ^ 
This led them*' to the observation, "there have been no substantial changes y 
in occupational prestige in the Unit^ States sinc^ 19?5"(p 296) . 

- There is also considerable data that indicate t;}ie cross-societal . 
stability of occupatiojial prestige scores.,' By 1971, Marsh reported that,, 
occupational prestigd* data is ^availabl^* far ^25 soAeties (Marsh, 1^72; - 
,'also Inkeles'and E!bssi, 1956"'and' Hodge , et_ al . , 1966). It appears from 
these studies that the overall occupational prestigd hierarchv is very 
'similar not only among Western European ccAintries and the United States ,^ 
but also among developing countries; su6h'as Taiwan and the Phillipines ^ 
Although there is less comparable data readily available, it appears 
that tha Communist and Socialist societies, such -as Russia, Poland, 'an^ 
'•Czechoslovakia, also show a similar occupational prestige hierarchy. 
Perhaps th^ major exception taken to the above generality can b*e found 
in Penn's (1975) comparison of the prestige hierarchy of^ the United 
States with those- of Czechoslovakia and Poland. He-^ound that the , values 
of Socialist countries leads ^to a higher ranking than in the U.S. of such 
occupations as farmers and\ miners and lower rankings £or governmental 'and 
political occupations. " ^ , ^ ' ' 

' ** ^ ' . ' " ' • 

Co rrelates . . . ^ . , ' ^ '* 

^The significance of analyzing occupational prestige bvecomes .evident 
when its correlates are understood. For example, Caplow (19*54) inaihtains^ 

' tftat the prestige' of an occupation is. -associate<|-'with "behavior • con tifoX" : 
that is, tho. influence that an individual who" holds that occupation has 
over others. With this social power thesis in mind, we, would, ari^ti.cipate 
that those who hold higher prestige jobs would haire proportioi^ately more 
subordinates (Marsh, 19 71). Th'ielbar and Feldman' (1969) f feel lil^at higher 
'prestige occupations are not only^ associated with power but^ also .^are 
viewed as being^ more satisfying. They also foxmd that more prestige was 
given those jobs which cjoncerhed problem solving* rather than th^.mere 
application ojf routine solutions. In a sitnilar vein, Reiss (1961!)^ has 
noted that in evaluating occupations those dealing ^th symbolic tasks 
are rated higher than physical ones, QXic^|yatji.on:s .^requ±ring^f ormal e'duca- 

«i^tion are rated above those vith just training* requirements , clean work is 
favored over dirty <7ork, and^office occupations score higher than ^factory 
ones. ^ " * - ' ' 

Garb irt and Bates (1961, 1966) have empirically assessed tl;e relation- 
ship betweeij occupational prestige an<J occupational traits*'an^ ha^e found- 
correlations in excess of .80 for IL/of the 20 traits considei^d..* That is% 
the perception of higher prestige occupations was foi/nd to be asso'ciated 
with the following traits: <> *\ - ' ' C ' » * ' - **' 

-Regarded as desirable 'to associate with ■ ■ 
-Intelligence required ' J . ' , ' 
'^^Scarcity of* persbnnel who can do th,e job * 

-Interest ing^>nd- challenging work ' : - ^ . ' ' , 
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-Training required* 
-Education required 
.-Work d^lls for, originality and initiative 
-Responsibility to supervise others 
-HavHig^n 'influence over others / ' 

-Securit^ . . ^ ' ' . ^ 

-Opportunity for advancement" " • 

Simpson and Simpson (1950) found that the NORC scale was highly 
correlated, with a training-education-skill, and responsibility sckle' cp^r 
structed for the same occupations. They suggested that th,ese two charac- 
teristics "cpuld l^e used to form an index ot occxipatioriiar prestige" fp. 139) 

Critiqu'^s ' / * . ^ ' , 

It should be noted that tliere is a subs t^Vl^^^ body of literature 
that on one hand attempts. to relate occupational prestige to theories of 
social; stratification and on the other to critique^^-me measurement of 
occupational prestige in^ terms of its meaning, in^etlsretation, and pro- 
cedures. The questions are of two , general types: (i) "Exactly what is the 
individual ranking when 'he rates occupations?";^ and \(2) "Exactly what <io 
these ratings mean in term^ of under^standing sociecKri|> Frankly, it is _ 
beyond Xhe sqope of this paper to adequately addresfe fdven a minority of 



thege^ positions However, it^es appear obligatoi; 
dialer gent and questioning views /Gross , 1959; Gusfl<| 



.Thielbar. and Feldman, 1969; Alexander, ,1972; Goldtl^p^i^ 
Stehr, 1974). * ' " J 

The Sample 

. i- ^ • * ' . ' . 

The original goal or the research, was to sample undergraduate agri7 
culture majors in the southern region o£ the United States. The population^ 
was .part:icularly resticted to agricultural majors at 'the largest College of 
Agriculljure 'in ea.ch of 13 southern states. Although it did not have the 
largest program in that state, Texas^ Tech.^University was .also included 
because it was judged to have both a large student enrollment in agriculture 
*and to P^Lay* a substantial role in soutWerti ^ricultural education. The 
universdteies* thus selected were: 
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o recognize these 

and Schwartz, 1963: 
,e and'Hope^^A2,72; and 



^ Auburn ^University 
University of Arkansas 
Clems on tJniversity 
university, of Florida 

* pniiversity of Georgia 
University -of Kentucky 



Mississippi State University , 
North Carolina St^te University ^ 
Oklahoma State University 
University of Tenn^essee 
Texas ASM University ^ ^ ' ' 

Texas Tech University 
" ' Louisiana- State University Virginia Poly technical Institute 

'interestingly, two of the very earliest occmpational prestige studies' 
'also .jutxlizeci agricultural students as- raters. For example, George S. . ^ 
Counts' (1925) interviewed a ^oup of fresh^ien-as part bf hfs sample who * 
were in thie .College of Agriculture * at tfie University of Minnesota '(Minnesota 
high -school' ^tud'ants and. teachers were^^lso sampled). The students were 
^sked' to tanlic 45 occupations^ accordlijg to their social sianding. w! A» 
Anderson (1327) coijiducted a. similar stxidy at North' Caroli\i^ State Collegfe;. 
(now University) that included fL sample of students from the College of - 
Agriculture.' A casual examination of both Counts* and* Anderson's^ data;* 



suggest that agricultural students did not markedly perceive occupational 
prestige differently than the other raters, ' 

Student enrollment -estimates for fall semester, 1976, were obtained 
from ''the National Association of State 'Universities and Land-Grant College^ 
(Hensley, 1976), From these estimates it appeared ' that a 15 percent samr < 
pie- would yield a manageable targfel; sample of 3 to 4 thousand students 
and allow for sufficiently accurate estimates. 

The Dean of Agriculture at each of the T.4 schools was requested to' ' 
provide a listing, including- names and addresses, of undergraduate stu- 
ideivts who had declared agricultural majors, 'It should be ^noted that this 
approach resulted In some^ modest inconsistencies in the sampling frame. 
For example, at the University of Florida, students do not declare majors 
vintil* their third year—hence -the FJ^orida list included only juniors and 
seniors, Upon receiving the lists from the participating* schools, a 
screening and, trimming was tarried out primarily ^to delete graduate and 
special students should they appear. The lists collectively consisted 
of '22,-766 undergraduate, agriculture majors. Utilizing the APL random ^ 
number gene^;^tor, a 15 percent i^andom •sample t^^as sel'ected from each school. 
XhiSx resulte'd in an initial target ;s'ample of 3 ,398 Students (see Table 1), 

Data <]ollection^ * ^ 

In the sprang of 1977, sampjle members were mailed questionnaires 
^wifeh a coyer letter explaii\ing the survey; If a sample^member had no, 
knox^n mailing address, his or her questionnaire was maaled-in care of the 
I^an ofi-^the College* of Agriculture with the request that the' Dean locate 
the student tod c}i3tl:ibute the questionnaire, *The time frame for the 
survey and delinquent returns was^^arch 25, 1977 through -May 5, 1977, 

"The institutional sample sizes and return rates are shown in Table' 1, 
The. adjusted sample 'sizes "have excluded graduate and speqial students. 
The "r^w ratd" ,of return is the number of questioiiliaires returned divided 
by the number mai<l,ed out. The "adjusted rate" of Return is determined by 
using the sample size adjusted for deleted sample members whose question- ' 
naires were returned as "tpde liver able". Adjusted, rates varied from 83 
percent to 61 percent with an overall rate of 74 percent for the region. 
The f-i«^l sample size was 2.,392 Students (see T^ble 1 for rates), ' 

Measurement of Prestige ' * • > 

• '-^^ The procedures -used to measure' -prestige of occupations closely ^ 
approximate those developed in th6 1947 Natl'onal Opinion Research Center 
or Nor th-Hatt 'study (Reisp , 19-61) , Sixty occupations were selected tor- 
evaluation^ Each student ^as asked to rate the general standing of- each 
occupation wi^th his or her choices ranging in order* from ''Excellent 
standing" to "Poor standing" br *'I don't knox^". 

Prestige scores for each occupation were developed by first assigning 
weights to responses .'where "Excellent standing" = 100, "Good stan9|ng" = 80 
"Average standing", = 60," "Somewhat b^low average standing" = 40, aitd'"PQor 
standing" =,,20',^ The prestige score for each occupation is the s^imple - 
^erage of the ass|.gned weights,^ The sdwes range from a possible maximum 
lOf IQOr" to a'TuinimiuB of -^20. Although i$:his algorithm differs* slightly from 
that used irc^ tbe SlORC-^tudy ^^[Reiss, 1953),, it restjlts in identical prestige 



TABLET 1. Sample 




Ifelversity of Ark^sas 
Auburn Univew'sity 
Clenfeon UniveVsi^^^ 
- University of FldWdV 
UniversJLgy of GeorgJ^ 
. TJhiversity of Ken^ycky 
Louisfana State University 
^JJississippi -State |LJniyersity / 
NortK' Carolina State University 
. Oklahoia'a State University 
University of Tennessee 
Texas. A&M University ' . 
Telxas Tech University 
Virginia PolytedH^di Institute' 
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scores. A second index, • Agreement Scores, was* calculated for each occuipa-^ 
tion as the -standard deviation of the prestige Scores. ^ Thus, the ^reement 
Scores 'Index is an estimate of the degree to which respondents 'converge in* 
their perception of . the standing of occupations. 

The occupations to be ranked were« chosen as follows: The first group 
was made-up of a list of agriculture and agricul tune-related occupations 
based upon (1) interviews with agriculture students as to the type of occu- 
pation they expected to enter,' (.2) interviews with agriculture professors 
as to the type of occupations their graduates^ have entered, and (3) a ^ ; 
literature review that included the Dictionary of Occupation Titles. '"From* 
this liat of over 300 occupation^, -50 agricultural occupations wer6 pur- 
posefully selected. Selection *ireflected an- interest, to choose occupations 
with a r^sonably high level. pf recognition and occupations that would 
span', tUe^estige continuum.' There wks also an effort to include a range"" 
of commodity and lives^k type occupations, e.g., cotton, peanut, soybean, 
and rice growers and cattle, swine, and poultry reisers. A second group 
of nine occupations were s^lectS^ from the original NORC list (Reiss, 1961: 
54-^57) > taking every nitith positflpn from that scale. It was .planned that 
these, niue NORC occupations wquld provide' a means of tr^s forming the agri*^ 
'.cultural occupation scores into '.'standardized" NORO vaLfies, Finally, 
^^ousewife" was included to estimate the jirestige attaAied'to this quasi- 
occupational title. 

Analysis of Data * 



- The Agricultural Occupation PresBigfe Scale appears as Table '2. '.The_ 
table consists of sixty occupations that were ranked by agricultural stu- 

^ dents during the spring semester,, 1977. Fifty'of these are considered to 
be either agricultural or agriculturally-related occupations. The non- 
agricultural^ occupations are 'i^ndicatotd by an asterisk. Accompanying the 
IdjS-t of occupatioils ^e the. grestlge. scores, the ocqupatian^s rank in the 
set, and where possi^ej^the comparable score dbtaingd ifiPthe 1947 NORC 
study. An examination of tife table will indicate that thte 60 occupations^ 
tended to span the range of the NORC scale i yet;erinarian7; with a p;restige 
score of 92^7, was rated as- tfhe most prestigious occupation while migrant 
laborer, with score of 34^0, was the occupation with lowest evaluation. 
It should be recalled that the scaling procedure restricts scores in the 
range from 20 ta consistent" evaluation of "popr standing") to ibO (a con- 
slstent evaluation of , "excellent st^diftg'^). There was also a nl)te<f^:en- 

^dency for occupations -to cluster toward the middle of the scale.- -For.- ' 
example, 25 of the occupations were rated as 'having scores between 60 and 70, 

, There was a decided tendency toV the sample to evaluate professional, 
managerial, and scientific occupations towa^ the top of the jpres-tlge 
hierarchy. 'Veterinarian,^ physician. Secretary of Agriculture, Dean of 
Agriculture, and nuclear physicist were given^very high ratings. Professbr 
in. Agriculture, landscape ^-architect, U^A resiarcher >• wildl;if e refuge mana- 
ger #and farm manager also' obtained higf^sco^est It is interesting to note 
* that In a sample of agricultural .s^tudaatS ^ the oJMy occup^ion . that deafly 
involved productiorl agriculture in this top ten list was^^^arm manager,' ani 
it ranked tenth. ^ In addition, plant'^hursery dwnjerH^^ith a score of 75.3. and 
rank of 14)' and cattle raiser (with a score of 75,1 and r^nk 15)' were 
the only other agriculturjgil occupations which tended* to fall in^he middle 
range of the hierarchy. Soybean 'grower; poultry raiser, and' rice grower 
alL had scores- that fell within, a tij^t band from 62 to 6^. Th'e ^one 
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TABLE' 2 , 



The Prestige of Agr;lcultural Qccuoations : 
Sgnple of 2,392 Soathern' Agriculture Stud'ents. 



Occupation 



ERIC 



Veterinarian ^ 
' Physician* ' , / * 

U.S. Secretary of AgViculture 
' pean of * Agriculture / 
Nuclear. Physicist* ; 
Professor in Agriculture 
•Landscape A?rchitect 
U^A Researcher 
. WildMfe Refuge Manager 
• ' Farm Manager* ^ ^ . 

' Biologist 
Government Scien-tist ^ 
Soil Conservationist • 
Plant Nursery Owner - 
N Caftle Raiser 

' Ecologist ..^ . 

C6unj;y Agriculture "Agfent 
Agriculture , Economist 
Agriculture. Laan Offiper 
Newspaper Agriculture' Editor 
Soybean Grower 
Tree Farmer 
, Feed Store Owner ' 
Horse Jrainer « 

High ^School. Vocational Ag. Teacher 
Cotton Grower 
Swine Raiser 
Peanut Grower 

« 

' Tree Surgeon • * ' - ♦ • * 

«• ' • 

Poultry Raiser ' 
Dieticidh ' 
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26 




66.5 
65.9' 


27 
28 




65.9 






65.7 


*30 


65.6 • 


i 





• 3 
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• ' TABLE- 2. The Prestige of Agricultural Occupations: 

, Sample of 2 >392e!lSouthem Agriculture Students, (cont, 





Occupation * 

r. J— ^ '. '. 


Pres^^e 
Scores 


Rank 


. , NORC 
Scores 




• 

Florist ' , . ' J^" ' 

4 ' 


65.0 


•3'2 


c — » 


" * 1 < 


Housewife* ^ 


64.9 


33 






Rural Sociologist * 


■ 64,5. 


34 


— 


- 


Fruit' Inspector 

4 


64.1 


' 35 


V ~~ 8 , ' 




Restaurant Manager ^ 


64.0 • 


36 







• Farm 'Itnplement Salesman ' ' ^ 


4 * 

63.8 


. 37 




A 


Crop Duster. - . • 


63.-7 ■ ■ 


.' 38 






Home Ecofiipmist^ 


63.4 


39 


• 




Slaughterhouse Manager j 


■^3.0 ^ ' ■ 


40 






. Peace Corps Membeif* 


• 62.9. 


41 


? ~ . • 




cCounty Uome Demo Agent 


62.2 


* * 






. Rice Grower • * ^ . ' ' 


62.0 ' X 


^ 43 


. 




Railroad' Engineer* 
, Jockey , , 


60. 5/ 


44 
45 


77^ ^ 




■1 ^ ■ 


Pest Exterminator' 


58.3* 


46 


— " >^ 


Undertaker* V. , ' . 

In cub at pr Man- , " ^ 


•56.6^ V 
• 55.8 --^ 


. ^7 
.48' 


72, 




^ Railroad Conductor* « ' • 


'53.3 


49 


67 • • 




Rodeo Cowboy 


53.0 


50 






V Hay 'Baler , y\ 


,.52.6 


■ 51 




- -air- 


i Farm Hand S 


52.4 


52 


-' . 50 




^ Tenant Farmer 


. 47.2' 


53 


68 




- Gro'undskeVp?^ " < ■ 


■ V 47.0 


54 






- J Machine Operator* • ^ 


• 45.5 


55 


60- 




• . * * • 
Sharecropper ^ 


43.1 . 


56 


r 40 




KiHtloor Worker --^^ ^ 
'.Filling Station Attendant* 


■ 41.9 
. ' 38.8 


' '57 

58* 


' 52 • ; 




Cj^othes Preset in Laundry* - * 


34.3 


59 


.46 


✓ 


Migratory Farm Worker 


■ 34.0' 


60 
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*Selected non-agriculture occupations used for reference points to 
Qeneral Occup^ational Structure \ - 

A / ; . .... r 




excepjjlon is what turned out to*be the high-sprestigfe mode of farming, / - 
cablet raising. In' terms of livestock, swine raisers -were given «s\ib&tfci- * 

^ally lower scores ^han cattle'taAsers,. and(pbultry raisers were ranked ' 
slightly Icfwer thaivT^ii^e raisers, indicating an interesting "barnyard 
^.ranking" of these occ?«ipations / This, finding,^ coupled with €h^ informal . , 
observation of how cattle 'raising is 'romanticized in'.mass culture, cert^itfa^ 
points to cattle raising as a specp.al category of agricultural occupations 
As* children we migbt have played cowboys, but certainly no^ "chicken-boVs \ 
'or pig7boys", and iatei^stingl^r*, th^" hierarchy is also maintained among\ ' 
such- deviant occ)ipations a^ thieves (cat tie* fust iers aire *mdre. prestigious ;\ 
th^tn chicken thieves). J P- , . " • ' 0 

There were twelve occupations tihat clearly involved traditional^ agri- 
Qultural production /that we hav^ tentatively arranged into tht^e, occupational 
groups: livestock farming,, crop farming'and work classification. These \* 
groups along with^their- prestige scores, are presented- in Tabje 3. , ^ ' 



TABLE 3. Groupings of Production Agricultural Occupation^, 



J. 



Anljaal Farming 



Grop^ Farming 



Work Classification 



Cattle f.aiser (75.1) . 
Syine raiser (66.5) . 
Poultry raiser (65.7)* 



^ n . ■ 

Soybean* grower (69.2) 
Cotton grower (68.4) 
Peanut, grower (65 . 9r 
Rice grower, (62.0) 



.Farm manager •(77i2.) 
.^arm har^d p2.4) ' ^ 
-.'Tenant farmer.- (47.2) x 
Sharecropper ' (43\ 1) 
Migratory farm laborer 
(34.0) 



When the production occupati-ons are gr^up^d In this manner, three patterns 
seem to eii^rge:^(l) In- terms of livestock farming, there is an .already ^ ^ 
noted- propensity' for cattle r^isang'^to ^rank higher than oth'er typ^s-and- ^ 
relatively.^ little difference amortg other types of livestock productidn^'- * - 

(2) ^ In terras .of, crop farming, thei:e dfees. not seem to be'- any clear- differ- . 
enti^tiqn with regard to type^ of cr6p;vrice girowe^r w^s g^veii* somewhat 
lowet prestige than the other o^ccupatioris which might have resulted from , 
the ^pdents' knowing less- abou thrice farming . than^ the other three crQps. 

(3) tte sharpest differentiation clearly exists' with regard to work ^ » 
classifitation. Farm managers were giverv^quite hi^h scores' while farm" 
hanJs, 4:eiiant farmers , sharecifopper&, . and what turned out fo be the 
lowest prestige oecup^tion ,of those cpnsidOTed, -migratory fajrra .laborers*, 
were, ijankad low. It seems* clear- that .farm production occupations vwere • 
rahkgd ^igh onlySSLf they involved feither . ownei?shj.p ot management *l^y 
Inference. Also in Table '2, NORC Scores for 14 occupations » are provided.' 
*These values allow us to cpmpate bo^ our 'students scpred occupations 
relative to the 'national §.tudy* / There ,was a'dlscemable tendeiicy for the 
students to give loWer prestige' scores* tlian the national sample; 'The 
average' agricultural student* scores for*, the 14* occupation^ was 59^* 7t while 
the -NOR<;. pane l^i^y^jglde^ 68-. 4. This impldeg 'two 
things: It sugges^^s thataf we "wish to transform our scores to^ some. sort 
of national scq;re, a modest upward adjustpient would 'Jje, iti order'. It ,also 
tends- tfb' support the.ndt:ion developed by Al^ander U'972-^.Jthat'individu]als 
of relatively high* -prestige tend *to give lower' scores "HiD'^dccupations ' 



below them in the prestige hierarchy than ai more general, sample woul'd. 

Although th^re wasi a clear tendency for the agriculture student to 
give lower scores, the cotrelatiou bei;ween the hierarchy produced .by the 
agriculture students "and that produced by the NORC sample x^as .904, indi- . 
eating a strong agreement In the ordering *of a set of 14 occupations in 
' terms t)f*prestlge, A simple regression analysis results in an ^^ation of 
the form " r ^ * • \ ^ . 

NORC Score = 18.8 + .83 (agricultural prestige score). s 

This, expression may be used as an interim basis for calculating scale 
value's simila^n magnitude with irhose produced by NORC. A more Stalled 
and elegant solution to this problem is currently being undertaken by 
Curry. (497^. ^ • ' . ' . 

In Table 4, Jfehe>^occupations 'in the scale' are re-arrajfiged and ranked 
according to the degree of agreement in , the perception of prestige; The 
agreement index i^, in actuality, the standard deviation of the prestige 
•ratings. An examination of the index indicated that the occupation 
veterinarian- is 6rje that is held in consistently high prestige by most 
agriculture students. A high levels of agreement yas also observed for 
farm manager, feed store owndr , ^prof essrt>r in "Agriculture , and counf^ 
agriculture agent. 6f pajrticular note is the other end*of the agreement 
index ranking where there seems to be* considerable amount of disagreemfent. 
about the prestige of such occupations as Peafee Corps member, undertaker, 
housewife, and jockey. The interpretation of higher disagreement ^Scores 
can probably best be made on an occupation-by-occupati<Sh basis* For 
exaSrpie^it might b^ that the -•consi4erahl6 disagreement for the 'occupation 
of Peace C6rps member is a reflection of the students' huraanlstic.n)rien-. - 
^tations^. • Thus, thos;e who hold a strong htimani*s tic ^orientation would tend 
to rank the occupation high, an-d thoseiwhp.did nb*Jfcv would rajik it? low. . 

The occupation of ^'housewife" may require a different explanation. 
Since ^it is a label - that xjoes hot necessarily bring to mind a specific 
stereotyped set of taisks^f^lt is. possible that a housewife label may conjure 
up^images that range from wealthy "^^iroaan wfio hire servants to poor pnes who 
wash their clothes by hand. * ' Ci^r \ -^-^ . 

Sources of Variation ' * ' , ' "^'^ 

At this, point, we now move to an analysis of possible , sources, o^ 
variation in the perception of prestige of agricultural students. The 
general -jgist o,f this analysis will follow; tie compion-sfense notion that 
studj^nts'^^^rom markedly (Jiverse backgrounds 2nd stucfents who have markedly 
diverse access to certain occupations wil^ tend^ to perceive a sdmewhat 
different ptestij^e hierarchy. . ' X- \ '* *" ^' 

In. Table 5, the occupational prestige scores < for both male and female 
stiudents^ are reported. '^:It la but interpretation, that, in general ^ stu- 
dents of both sexes were perceiving ess^entially the Sjame prestige hierarchy, 
A r^pid sc^ of^the two lists^of scores -will reveal that female students 
gave as high, or almost as high, a rating as male students* to those qccu- 
.pationsy to which fchey have historically had little access* A correlation * 
coeffct^lent of .96 was found befcweejf the "male and female scores, indicating 
tbe strength' pf th'e congtuency. There .were, -however, 'some ^small yet 
systematic dl'fferences in^ tKefperception of prestige by sex. If we .wer6 

• r ' ■ ■■/'"'■'■• :i3 



.TABLE '4, Agreement of , Ratings for Prestige of Agriculttiral 
Occupations. 



Occupation 



Agreement 

(S.D.) ' , Rank- 
I 



Pjestige- 
Scores 



Veterinarian 
Farm Manager 
Feed Store'. Owner 
Professor in Agriculture 
Soil Cortservatio'nist 
Coiinty Agriculture Agent- 
Ph^rsician*' 

Farm Implement Salesman 
Clothes Press in Laundry* - 
USDA Researcher 
Filling Station Attendant* 
Tree Farmer ^ 
^Plant Nursfery Owner 
Fruit Inspector 
Landscape Architect ^ 
\Restaurant Manager 
, Newspaper Agriculture Editor'^" 
Agriculture Economist , 
Soybean Grower 
Migratory Farm Worker 
Poultry Raiser ' ^ 

Home Economist 

♦ Cattle Raiser , . " 

^' /' ^ ' 
Pest, Exterminator ' ' 

High Schools^Vocational Ag. Teacher 

Incubator Man 

•Wildlife Refuse Man. 

Couit^ Home Demo Agent' 

Florist 

U.S. Secretary of Agriculture 
Peanut Grower 



13.6 
15.7 
'"l5.8 
^15.9 
16.0 
16.2 

• 16 .'2 
■ 16.3 
' 16.6 

16.9 
. 17.0 

\7.1 
17.1 
17. 1 
17.3 

-17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17 .-5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.7- 

17.7 
17.8 

• 17.8 

• 17.9 
18.3 
18.3 
3.8.4 
18.4 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

'6 

7 
. 8 

9 

10/ 




12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

1? 
20 

21 

22 

23 * 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29- 

3a 

3f . 



s.92.7 
. 77.2 
69.0 
82.1 
75.5 
' 74.4 
91.5 
63.8 
34.3 
78.8 
38.8 
69.0 
' 75.3 ■ 

64.1 
• 79.8' 
64.0 
*7b.9 

74.3 - 
69.2 

" 34.0 
'65.7 
63.-4, 
75.1 
^8.3 

68.4 • 
55.8, 
78.0 ■ 

.'62.2 
65.0 , 
89.4/ 
• 65.9 • 
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TABLE 4. Agreement of Ilatings for Prestige of Agricultural 
^ f Occupations, (cont) 



Occupation 


Agreement 


< 


Prestige 
»>cores 


l^ank 


* . .* ' 
* proundskeeper 








54 


OW-i-Iic I\3±ScL \ 


1 o c 

i 


33 


66.5 


27 


Q1 oil oVl t*0>»Vi rtii O n <ra d T» 

oxsuguLcL noubc risnagcL 






63.0 


40 






35 . 


' 63.7,. 


38 


uouLon vftower 


. 18.. 5 


3$ - 


68.4 


26 






3/ 


■ 68.5 , 


24 


jjean ox, AgriGUXiiure 


lo.D 


38 


/ 56.4 


4 




lo* 0 . 




72 


19 


i\3i±roaQ •oonauccor^ \ 


1 Q 7 




53.3 


49. 


Kfo/^Vi^«o o >• o ♦* <^ >• <fc * 

rxaUiixiic upcrauUL'* 


' 1 R R 
, J.O • o 


/.I * 


h5 .5 


55 


H-f n1 neist • . ' 


> 


« /. 0 
tfZ 




11 


^ ' Hay Baler 






S9 

JZ .0 • 


51 


Tree Surgeon 


10 9 


AA 
'tH 


D J . ^ 


-0 Q 
. Z^ . • 


Dietician ^ 


19 3 


AS 


» D J .0 


01 


KillfloQr Worker- ^ 


19^6 


Afi 

HO 


A1 Q 


J / 


Railroad Engineer* 


19 d b 


A7 ' 


fin ^ - 


/. /. , 

A^' 


Rural .Sociologist 


19 .8 


Aft 

HO 


^ AA ^ 


0/. 


V. T^ttant; Parmer ♦ ' / - 


JL7 • O 


'aq 


A / .Z 


j:o 
53 . 






50 • 


52.4 


52 






51 


74.4 


16 




* OA /. 


c 0 

52 < 


76 .^8 


% 12 








/Of 

43.1 


5&. 


Rodeo Qpwboy 


c^n 7 


*;a 


♦ J J.U 




iy.ce'Grow^ ' 


o'. 21.0 


55 


62.0 


- 43- 


Nuclear Physicist* 


• . /2.1.0 ^ , 


.56^' 


85.-1 


5 


, Jockey ^ ^ , 




c 

57 ^ 


.-'^''-^g.o 


45 


Housewife* 


' 22.3" ^ 




64.9 


33- 


Undertaker* 


22.9 


59 


56.6 f 


- 47 


-. « Peace Corps Member i ■ 


23.2 - ' 


60 


• .62.9' 

5 


"41 
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TABLE 5. Sex and the Dif-fererrtres^in Prestige of Agricultural 
*^ Occupations. 



3: 



Occut)ation ? 



Cotton Grower 
Swine Raiser 
Peanut Grower ' 
Tree Surgeon 
Poultry Raiser 



(1715) 



Vetierinarian 
Physician 

U*S. Secretary of Agriculture - 

Dean of Agriculture 

Nuqlear Physicist 

Professor'^i:5j^Agriculture 

Ij&nHs cape^ Architect ' , 

US'DA Researcher 

Wirldlif Refuge Manager 

Farm Manager* 

Biologist • ■ 

Government Scientist 
Soil Conservationist 
Plant Nursery, CKmer ' • ' 

Cattle Raiser , . . ^ 

' Ecologist • ' ■ ' 

County Agriculture Agent 
Agriculture Economist;, 
■Agriculture -Loan Officer 
Newspaper Agriculture -Editor 
Soybean Grower 

Tree Farmer ^ . ' ,. " 

Feed Store Owner . ^ 
Horse Trainer ' , ' 

High School Vocational Ag. Teacher 



91.8- 

90.5 

88.8' 

• 86.3 
83.1 
81'. 9 
78.1 
77.1 
76.9 

. 77.4 
75 .1 

'75a 
74.7 
74. 4^^ 
75.1 
72.0 

'74.0 

' 73.8 • 
73.2 
70.1.' 

'70.0 
68.7 
70.0 ' 
66.0 

-68.7 
69.5 ' 

""67.0 
G6.7 . 
64. 7 
65.5 



.Sex 



Female 
(67.5) 



.■• ■.95;2 
94.1 
91^0 
86.5 
;90.2 
82.6 
83.8 

- 80.7 

. . 80.7. 
76.7 

. " 81.8 
81.0 
77.6 
77 -.4 
75.0 
80~.6* 

^ 75 .4, 
75 ."5 
• 71.5 
, . 72.9" 
66 .,9 

■ ' .69.9, 
-66.6 
74.6 
67.7 
65.5 
' 65.0 
. 64,1, 

••66.2- 



r 



- 1^- 
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TABLE S. •. Sex, and 'the Differences iri.Prestigd b'f Agricultural 
Occupations, (cont) 



■J 



Sex 



Ocdupat'JJon 





'Male-^' 




Female 




^ (1715> 




"(675) 


- Dietician ^ 


• 6-3\4, 




71-1/ 




63.6 , • 




- 68.5 


' Housewife . ^.v .\ \ 


65.8 ' . 




62..? 


\ t \ ' \ 
Riiral Sciciologist; ' , \ 




» 


J. 69.1 


Fruit Inspector 


\ ^ .63,0 




65 .4 


Restaurant Manager ^ -rr 








Fam Implement Salesman^ 








Crop Duster' ^ 






-)9 .1 


Home Economist • , , 


62.9 


* 


64.7 


slaughterhouse Mariagep^ 


64.5^ • 




59.0 • 


• P^ce, Corps Member ^ ' . 


* 60.4' 




69.0 


,\ County Home Demo Agenrf: " 


<r 61.8 > 




6'^J-2 . 


Rice Grower ' . ' 


63.p ' 




59.^ 


Railroad Engineer ' ? 


59.8 


. 62.4 


. '^Joc^ey ^ 
, .Peist Ext^'rminAtor 


57.9 




65.0 


.58.6 




57.7 


\ Undertal^ 


56.6 ■ • 


• 


■ 5 .6 4 


^ Incubator Man 


■ 55.4 




• • 56.7 

« 


\ ' Railroad Conductor 


52.6 ■ 




<53.p' 


Rodeo Cowboy ^ 


53^2 




52.5 


-5. H^y Baler • . . . 


53.8 ' 


- 


* 49,3 


* ^arm Hand • 


. * 51.8 . 




/ -53,' 8-^ . 


Tenant Ifarmer 
^^round^lceeper 


48.6 ' 




, . 43.7 . 


46.4 




4'8.3 


. / l^achind Operatot 


46.1 




43.9* 


Sharecropper 


43.8' 




. 4i;3 


itillfloor Worker^ 


. 42.9 






Filling Station Attendant 


39 . 1 -, . . 




,38-1 


./Clothes Presser in Laundry . 


■ , • ' .35.0 , 




32.5 


'Migratory Farm Wprker • \ 


33.9 

• 


1^^^^ 34.0 ■ 
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to use a span of four prtstig4 increiients' to indicate a real rllff^von". 
Sic:rra:if'\'°"^:r'?? interv.l' see^-f'aS: loltittTolT 

Female prestige scoLs wLf MgJer for\ f onowing paZt^rns : 

w2re either srIPnMfr I !? 5 ^ of ' accupatiorfp that we* feel . 
w6re either scientific, Aesthetic or humanistic in ndture. Vot example • 
in 13 of the comparisons . higher prestige scores were obtained for ^he° ' " 
woi^ten's sampl^'to includf the occupations -of .landscape arSuect ifS! ' 
, .researchers, biologist, Eovemment sci4tist. e'^olojistrhor-selkiner 
, tree isurgeon, diet;Lcian, [florist, rural sociolbgist :Peliie rrirn'o S^r' 
, ocke3. and nuclear physlist^ Male students., ok' tJ^ ! h'^ h^^d tSd d'" ' 

• ^:Sr \\t b^lerL^di:' ^-t'r^ crop, duster, sla.gllteri^le 

manager, hay baler, and tenant-farmer as having highkr pres'tlee\ Th1<= • 
sterns to imply j:hat VoJrf gave higher Prestige" to fcieAtifJ^'J^stStlc ' 
and humanistic occupati^s because they constitute' occUp^tions/tSt Ire' 
more^ccessxble for fem'lles than, s^y, Production agriSltSobs ^^i.* ' 
incllhation should be tLpered by the finding that -such tradfeloSilv 
.female endeavors as homi economist, clothes nresser In /iwJ ^ I - ' 

, h.„.e„«e^„«e score* .kt ; the .sL by boaT^ufaJd I^Zt' ■ 

^^^^^n^abl^s 6 , ' '7 , ai^^ f 'o^HlHH^SH^H^^^^^Hi^^^^^^H— 
-tMl^PIV, infi'lie^^lTffWbSSrW 

UWd in ! fL^'irSirr'' students who have 

•whise famxliS^^J; rill or ll£'7'rf ^'^"^'^"^^ 
A detailed analyS ^ ail these t.^r'/''^^ those whose^ families do not. 

tenled «a.be . slight in magnitude and there. wele Wtain /nJ'^ 
.different prestige hierarchies for any subgr4. There Ls a slight 
tendency for atudents^ with farm backgrounds/to give highlf^cores to thn.P 
occupations which came..into closer contact .4ith the onj^ oWab^ons of 

^n'™rd'S;\\lL''' crpVdus-ter. f aL ■ iJpSS'sTles°! 

man, ana nfiy baler. Also for reasons that are Ipcc i-h^v^ ^ . • > 

with farm backgroundf. .tended to rank lovel s'ch orcupatLs L'^bfoL^f: 
government scienti'st, ecologist, and Pelce , Qp^s Sel 



.Conclusions. 



/ 



It appears- that the infcreased domplexitv.' st5ecif^P^^,r '\,„a 
that are character^<=^^A ^-p uu.. y^^v ^^^^\.y ^ speciriclty, and Jiversitv 

of Drestiea rankln-^c f S occupations resulted in a. wide array . 

P^^^^iga rankings of t^ese tjccupation^ .alpn| nearly the entire nresti,,^ ' 

:yiSS^re°^: Sr ^viT -i'"'"^ "^'^ occupational s^^uc urT ' 



general occupational ratings, we found that professional,, technical, and * 
managerial 'ofccupations tended to receive the highest prestige scores, and 
occupations involving unskilled, semi-skilied, and manual labor tended, tci 
receive, the lowest ratings. In this sense', our prestige scale bracketed 
the, range from veterinarian to mfgratory farm laborers. . , 

Interestingly, even aiqorffe our sample of undergraduate agriculWral 
.majors > i^ost professional and tephnical positions ranked above the central 
and most significant occupation of farming, for this subset of occupations. 
It can be hypothesized that the somewhat lower rating given farmers Imay 
b^e associated with the perception of a manual labor component intrinslji . 
to farming. The 'only tr^ditibnally agricultural production occupation tha\b 
received a highep prestige rating was the highly romanticized occup^a^tion U 
of "cattle raiser'^ Agricultural .occupations' that involved a high.'degree | 
of manual labbr-, such as migrant 'laborers and farm hands, were given very ^ y 
low ratings^ Production agriculture occupations were grouped along three* 
dimensions — crops, livestock, and work classification. Generally, we* 
^ found little variation in- occupational prest^-ge, among crop farming, i.e., 
soybean,* cottoil, peanut, and rice growers were not -given 'markedly different 
prestige ratings. Along the livestocks dimension, swine and poultry raisers 
were rated similarly, while that glamour f Atoning oc^:upation, cattle raiser, 
as previously mentioned^ received substantially higher ratings. In terms 
of work classification, only farm managers had relatively high prestige 
^scores. In fact, those occupations which ^approximated the "hired hand", 
type were among the very lowest occupations in prestige . It should be 
noted that throughout the analysis the. category of migrant farm laborer 
was evety. instance given the lowest scores. . . 

- Also indicated was the fact that while some occupations 57Q.;re ra^t^d 
quite differently in pur s|Ridy as .compared ,tp such national, reference 
"points as the 194/ NORC" study, both groups ^ere perceiving a very similar 
overall occupational hierarchy. Fourteen occupations appeared in both 
studies. Jt w^s remarkable that a correlation ' of .90 was obtaitied .between 
scores for the 1947 NORC Stud^f and pur 1977 study of .agricultural occupa- 
tions given the differences in populations and the thirty-year time laps'e * 
Since the 1947 study. Although it remains unclear the degree to which 
pur scores may be , generalized and merged with the NOftC scores for the 
genferali U.*S,. popu*lation, our initial ^analysis does point to the possible 
'utility of producing a-sliglfitly upward adjusted version to be used in 
"conjunction with the NORC scale. ^ * : ' - 

Tentatively, it seems that the occupational hierarchy as revealed by 
our rating ^dale is generally pervasive throughout groups and subiclassif i- 
catipns among agriculture students.^ Thus, a rather lengthy analysis of' 
prestige scores by sex and indicators of ^5fm background failed to result 
in any dtastically different prestige hie;Mrchies. Both male and female*^ 
s.tudents, both urban^gfcs and students firom farms, both. -^students from 
families who owned faras ^d tho/se f -pom l^ami lies who did not were apparently 
viewing a simi^J.ar prestige hierarchy, of agricultural* occupations. The 
most notable exception to this generalizattlon was for women agriculture 
students to give slightly higher prestige evaluations to scientific, 
humanistic and aesthetic occupations. / 

' * . V- ' * * 

.A closing c^eat is in^^rder. We wish .to stress Aat the analysis ' 
presented in this report is preliminary , ^-and consequently all conclusion^ 
^^re of necessity tentative. We are currently 'projecting continued work 



otl'thi^ scale ove^* the^next several months, with -special attention being 
'given to an expansion 'of the.^itivestigation into possible sources 'of ' 
variation, ilj the perception of grestige and a parallel investigation ^into 
possible method^ »'of producing generaliza|?le prestige scores. A more ' 
def ihitive ,ey^luatipri of the Agricultyral Prestige Scale ^a|id of our 
biqfnclusions ^l>oijt the nature of the prestige structure o£ agricultural' 
^occupations, will await this addi£ional analysis. 
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Table 6. " Size of Place ^nd Prestige of, Apricultural Occupations 



< 


Occupation 






Size of Place ' 















' ■ • w \ . ' 




Metropolitan 
(over 500,000) 

r , (284) 




• 6 


On a 
Farm 

.(516) 


jn the 
Country." 

(202) 


. , 'Town or - ' Small City t 
Village : (10;000 to 
(under 10,000)' *V 50,00(1) 
• (332) . (482) 


Medium-sized 
city (50,000 
to 500i€00) 
(552} 



Veterinarian 
Physician 

•U.S. Secretary of Agriculture 
Dean of Agriculture 
Nuclear Physicist . ^ 
Professor in Agriculture 
Landscape Architect 
USDA Researcher 
Wildlife Refuge Hhanager 
Farm Manager 
Biologist ' ^ 
laovernment Scientist 
Soil Coriservatiooist 



Plant Nursery iwn^ : 
Cattle Raiser ^ 
geologist 



County ^Agriculture • Agerit 
Agriculture Economist. 




93.0 r 

92.8 

90. 2-- ^ 

-87.2 
'84.7 
'83.^ 

78.1 
^77.5 ■ \4 
■77,6 

IS -9 <■ • 

77.3" 

7S.B- 

74.3 

74'. 5 

74.8 • 
"74.9 



0 



93.0 .•**-^'92.1 

9?^'5 91.8 

89. g ■ . 89.5 • 

86.8 86.2 
85.7 • 86.8 
81.4 8l!9 
«1.7 - -80.5^ 
79 V6 79. '5. 
80.0 ' ■ 75.5 . . 
76.0 ' 75.3 
79.3' , 79.0 ' 
78.1- -79.1 

7-5'. 5 7§'.5 . 

^.3 / 76.4 , 

74.9 . . 74„5-" 

76.7 ;77.3 /• 

nA-y 7.3. « / > 

73.8 73.8 e. 



93.6^ 
^2.8 

91.1 

86.5 

87.5 
82.0 
" 82*8 
' 79.4 
.77.8. 
76.7. 
78.6 
77,0 
75.3 
76.3 
"73 >6 
77.3 
76.6 
75 J 



jTa'ble 6. Size oV'P.lace and Prestige of Agricultural Occupations {con't. 



Occupation 



Size of Place 



On^a 
Farm 



In the 
Country 



Town Qr 
Village 
(under 10, 00^)) 



Sni^ll City" 
(10,000 .to 
50,000) 



Medium-sized 
city (50^,000- 
to 500,000) 



Metropolitan 
(over 500,000). 





(516) ■ 


>(202) 


(332) 

* 


(482). 


■ ^ (552) 

» 


(284) 


•Machine Oper^tpr . 


.47.1 


45.4 . 


45. T • 


- • ■ — 
■ - 45.2 


■•■/45.* • • 


45.1 


Shar|^cropper , 


47.2 


41.3 


•-■44.3 


' 41 . V- 


'1Q.7 


44.0 


Killf^oor Worker 


46. T 


41.3 


. 41.5 


^ '40.-0- 


r. 40.2 


4T!o 


• FiTlirfg Station Attendant " 


40;2> 


39. r 


40.4 


— ■ 37.2 


V ' 38.5 


•38.2 ' 


• Clothes Pressfir in Laundry 


34. 


*33.2 


36.0 - 


. 3475^ 


33.8. 


, .33-. 4- 


Migratory Farm Worker 


• 34.2' 


33.6. • 


> 34,.'9 


33.6 


34.0 ^'^ 


33.6 - 



TaWe 6. Size of Place and Prestige of Aqricultural Occupations (cont.) 



Occupation 



Size of Place 



Onf a 
Farm . 



In the 
Country 

ho2) 



. J Town or 
• . Vil-lage ' 
Cund&r 10,000) 
(332) 



Small City 
(•10,00.0 to- 
50^000) 
(482) 



Medium-sized 
city (50,000 
•■ to 500,000)' 
(552 )i 



T 



Metropolitan ^ 
(over 590,000);';- 



(284) 



'Agriculture Loan Officer ^' 7&.3 

TJev/s|iaper Agriculture Editor 71. 2 

Soybean Grower ^ 73.1 
Tree F^^rmer ^ ^ ^ -67.8 

'Feed ^tore OwneV • "72.1 

. Horse/ Trainer . 67.8 

. High SchBDl 'Voc. Ag.. Teacher 71.4 

Cottori' Grower ^ 72.2 

vSirfSrte ^iser * - 7il .9 

Peanut Grower . ' . 69l.O 

Tree 'Surgeon ^ - ^4 

Poultry Raiser * . . - 67 

Dietician'' . ^ ' ^4 

Florist ' ' . '^^i 

Housewife ' 67.7 

Rural Sociologist ' . 61.4 
Fruit Inspector " * ^ .64 ..0 

Restaurant^anager - 64.5 



.8 
.'9 
.2; 
5 



71.6 
68,4'' - 
^8.0 
68.3- 
69.9- 

66.1 '. 
70.3 
66.9 
64.8 
65s2 
6'6.4 

63.2 ' 
64.6 
63.3"" 
60.1 

61 .8 • »i 

63!5 

62.5 



. 74.1,; 
/7V.'l 
-70.3 



69.4 



70.3 
67.^ 

68.9 
-66.9 
67.6 

"64'. 7 
.64.9 
-66.2 
i4.'5 

■ 63.4 
•6,4.2 
•64^.4 

" 65 .6 



.V- 



65,9 



70. V 
70.4 

•'67.1 • 
69.0 
67.1 
69 ..1 
6'5,. 9 
66.1 
64>.a 
64.. 1 " 
66.6 

• 64.5 
65.4 
64.4 

.64.-2 
66.6 
64.2 
82.6 



,72./' 
■•73.4 
68.2 
69.2" 
67.2" 
69.9 
6B.2 
^ 67,-7 
■.65.6* 
64.9 
66.4* 
66.9 ■ 
67.5 
^7.1 
65.1 
•67.3 
64.7 
64.1 



0 



■ ) 



^aible 6. ^ Size of P^ace and Prestige of |\griicultural Occupations (cont.) 



, Occupation , 

— /^^ ^ ^i^ 



Size of Place 



farm Iitipiement Salesman 
Crop" Duster 
'Home Economist 
SI aughterhouse,«Manager 
Peace CorpsuJIember^^ 
County Home Demo Agent 
Rfce Grower^ 
Railraacf EKigine^r 
Jockey 



Pest Exterminator 
Undertaker. ^ ^ 



Incubator-Man 
Railroad Conductor 
R'odeo' Cowboy 
Hay Baler .>;• 
Farm' Hand * * 
Tenant Farmer 
Groundskeeper 



On' a 
Farm 

^16) 


. In the 
Country 

, (202) 


3 

Town or" 
Village 
(tmder 10,000).-,. 
C332) 


Sma 11 Ci ty • 
(10,000 =to 
, '50,000) 

, , / /\ no \ 

'•(482) 


* • A, 

Mefli um-si.ieQ 
city (50,000 ' 
to SDO^OO^l 


Ma^ v«on ri 1 1 ran 

, ne tropo \ i tan 
(over 500,000^ 


68.5 


61 .9 . 


b4.1 


63.0 


' - i 

-o^. U 


D 1 . / 


68.0 


■ 62.7' 


65.6 


62.5 


* CI n 


AT 7 
0 1./ 


. 6A-.4 ■ 


62. Q 


65^. 3 ~ * 


64. 1 




— • » 


68.0 


61 .0 


64.2 ' 


62.1 


by .3 


^ 0^ . 0 


-56.8 


61.0' •> 


62.1 


cc c 

65.6 


C7 0 




64.4 


62.9 


^ 61 .2 


61 .8 


CI 0 

. ,61,2 


i;q 7 
by. / 


65.0. 


57.9 


6?. 7 


C A A 

60.9 


by . y 


OH . 3 


59.6 


61 .7 


61 .1 


* ' C T C 

61 .6 


C A C 


Dy . 1 


58.6 . 

\ 


57W^ 


57.4 


• /"TO 

61 .2 


CI 

61 . b 




59.7- 


. 59.. 7 


58.5 - - 


58.0 


57. ^ 


D/ . 0 


56.2 


58.9 . 


5^.5 


56.3 


55.1 


57. 4 


r 55.7 


5B.9 


55. a 


56.3 


54.5 , 


• . 56.1 


53.7* 


52.4 • 


53.4 


54.5 


52.5 


51.8 


- ,54 .-5 


53.3 


, . 52:2 ■ 


52.9 


• 52.9 


51.6 


59.0 


51.0. ■ 


54.3 • 


.50.6'. 


48.9 , / 


49.6 


53.6 


50.9 


• •• 51 .8 ' , 


52.3 


51.5 


53,6. 


"5.0.8 


45';9. « 


i '48.1 


46.2 


44.S. 


46.4 


^ 45.3 


46.7 


- 48.5- ■ 


■47.0 


\ -47.4 


47.7 




Tablej, Farm Background df\d the Prestige of lAgricultur-al Occupations 



)'^7, Fai 



-J 



Occupation 



Parm Back^^oujid 



t^yer lived on;c( 
farm or ranch ' 



Veterinarian 
Physitiajj^' 

U.S. Secretary of Agriculture 
Dean of Agriculturfe 
• Nuclear Physicist 

\ 

Professor in Agriculture 
,^ Land^^e l^rchi tect 
: USDA Researcher 
Wildlife Refuge Manager 
Farm Manager 

Biologist - ' ■ — . 

Government Scientist 

Soil Conservationist 

Plai>t Nursery Owner 

Cattle Raiser 
^ Ecologisr 
^County Agriculture Agent - 
, Agn culture Economist 
^ Agriculture Loan Officer . 

Newspaper Agriculture Editor 

Soybean Grower : . ^ ^ 

Tree Farmer ' ^ 

Feed Store Owner- 
^Horse Trainer 

..liigh School Vocational Ag. •Teacher. 




Cotton ^Grower 
Swina Raiser 
;Peanut Grower 
Tree Surqeon 



Lived on€ or more 
years^on a farm 
or"^ ranch \ 
, (899) 





^•3« 1 




• 


ftQ Q 




on '\ t 


ft7 Q 




OD • *t 


ftfi '\ 


* • 


OD . 0 


ft? 7 




o 1 . y 


ft9 A C 
oc . *t ^ 






77 




79 4 


77,9 




70 n 
/y • u 


/ ^ 7C. 1 
. /O . 1 




/ D • D 


fto n 

ow • u 


• 


70 1 






/ O « D 


7? ft 
/ o • o 




7f^ ^ 


7^ ^ 




1^ ft 
/ D . O 


7A A 

L 




7*5 


/ 0 . H 




77 0' 


Dp . O 






7^ R 

4. /'I'. O 


r 


74.0 


" < 74.7 




71..^ " 


75.0 




'70.5 


71.5 




67.5 


71.8 




■69.5 . 


68.3 




'67.1 


72t.O 




'68.3 J 


' 68.6. .• 




'67.0 . ; 


. ■ ^ 70.8" . 


• 


66.4 


71.6 




64.3 


70.0. 




64^8, . , 


% . 67.8 




66" 3 


- " 65.2-. 


s 


4 




r Hi 









Table 1 . Farm Background, and the- Prestige of AgricuTtOt^al Occupations 
. • - ' _ (cont. ) ;w 



PL 



Occupation 


Farm Backgrbund 


i • 

4 


' Never lived on a 

1 a 1 III \j\ 1 oii^ii 

(1493) 


Liveti one or mqre ' ^ 
vprir^ nn a farm 

YCUf O \J\\ Q I vl I III 

■ or raiich 


Poulthry Raiser • 


65.0 . 


66.8 ' ' 


Dietician 


66.1 


64! 8* 


/Florist 


'■65.5 


- 64.0 


Housewife »^ 


.64.3 


• ;,65.8 . 


Rural Sociologist 


65.^ ' 


• 

62.3 


Fruit Inspector 


64.0 


65.4 ' . •, ' 


' Restaurant Manager \ 


64.0 


63.9 


Farm Implement Salesman. 


62.0 ' 


. ,66.9 


^ Crop Duster 


61.7 


67.0 


. ' Home^ Economist 


62.8 


64.4 


Slaughterhouse Manager 


. 60.9 


66.5 


Peace Corps Member ^ 


65.4". 


58.7 , 


County Home Demo Agent. ^ / - 


61.2 


63.8'" 


Rice Grower - • ^ 


60.9 


63.6 

60.1 ■ • ^ 


Railroad Engineer 


. 60.8 


Jockey 


60.5 • 


59.0,. 


Pest Exterminator ^ * j 


57.8 


59.2 


Undertaker 


56.5 


',56.7 


Incubator Man ^ 


55.4 


56.2- 


X Railroad Conductor 


52,9 


53.8 


V ' ' Rodeo Cowboy , ' 


.' 52.5 


. ^ 54.3 


Hay Baler' " 


49.8 . 


56.9 ' 


* 'Farm Hand ^ 


51 ..2 


-54.2 ' • 


Tenant Farmer- * ^ 


i . 45 . 4 


50.2 


Groundskeeper • ' * 


' ' • 47.3 


46.4 


Tfechine -Operator 


45.1 , . 


4£.3 


Sharecropper - - " 




. 46.6 . 1' 


Klllfloor Worknr * • 


' ' 39.9/ 


. 45.1- 



n Tal?le 7. Farm Background and the Prestige of Agri cultural ^^wpaii ops 

• ' .(contj ' 



Occupation * Farm Background \ 

< ft ♦ ! 



i ft . 



0< 
0 



i {JeverMived on a Lived tone or more 
, farm or ranch years on a farm 

or ranch' ^ 
' (1493) (899) 



•,r^ Filling Station Attendant ^ ' 38.4 39.6 

S Clothes Presser in Laundry ' ^ 34*0 ^ 34.7 

• ^ Migratory Farm Worker ^ 33.6 * , • 34»6 



•ERIC 



f 



1 



•„ -1, 



/ 

i 



31' 



•V- ■ . 



Table 8. -^amiMy Farming/Status and the 
Presti g^'Vf ' Agri cul tural Occupati ons 



O-ccupa-tton. 



^amijy Farming Status 



Y 



) 



?, ER1C " 



♦ 



/ 



♦ * *■ 

Veterinarian 

Physician _ 

U*.S J, Secretary of Agriculture'^ 

Dean of AgrlculturjB 

Nuclear Physicist ' 

Professor in- AgV^i culture ' ' 
; Landscape "ArcWtect 

USDA Researcher ' ^ 

.Wildlife Refuge 4ianager 

Farm Manager 

Biologist ^ 

Government Sci^tist . 

Soi:l Conser<^atfbftist • 

Plant Nurseryi Owner . 

Cattle Raiser 

Ecolog-fft^ ' , 

County^^gricul.ture Agent i 

Agriculture' Economist 
, Agriculture .loan Officer 

Newspaper Agriculture Editor 
. Soybean Grower 4 ^ 
PTreei Farmer , * . 

Feed Store Owner ' • ^ 

Horse Trainer 

Hi^h School Vocational Aq'l Teacher' 
Cotton Grower * '* 
, Swine J^aiser . - 7~ — '* 
: Peanut 'Grower 



• Family Owrjsl 
Rents, or Leases^ 
./a Farm, of Ranch 
^ (1000) 



Family Does Not Owft^ 
Rent,. or Leaser a 
. Farm or Ranch 
(1392)' 



/ 



92. .6 
' 90.3 

88; 6 

* « I 

86.0 ; 

83.. 0; 
82 ..0<. 
77. .5 ' 
'77:S- 
75. '3 
' 79.4 
73.6 
73.^4 
74.9 
74.2 
76.9 
69.0 
74.3' 
74.2 
75.1 
71.2* 
71.7 
67.7 
71.7 
68.3 
,69.8 
71.3 
'69.1 



67 7 



'92.8 
92/3 " 
'90.0 
86 .,6 
86.6 
82.1 . 
81.4 
79.8 
79.8 
.75.6 
79.4 

79:1 

76.0 

■ie..Q 

73.7 
78.2 
74.5 
y4.3' 
70.9.' * 
70.6 
67.3 ; 

67.0 
68.6 
67.4 
66,3 
64.2 
64.6 



> Teible 8. Family Farming Status^and the 
; Prestige of Agricultural Occupations 

(cont.) • 



Occupati pn 



Famijy Farming ^tatus 



V 



Family Owns, . 
Rents; or Leases 
a Fam or Ranch ' 
■ ^ (1000) 



Fami ly Does Not Own , 
^ Rent, or Lease a. 
. FSifm.or Ranch,. . 

(139^) ; 



Tree Surgeon 

Poultry Raiser 

Dietician 

Florist 

Housewife 

Rural Sociologist 

Fruit Inspector 

Restaurant .Manager. 

Farm $npVement Salesman^ 

Crop Duster . , 

Home Economist 

Slaughterhouse Manager 

Peace C orps Member ) 

County Home Demo Agent 
,^Rice Grower 
Railroa^.Engitieer.^^ ^ • 
jQckey ' V 
Pest Exterminator * 
Undertaker 
Incubator Man 
Railroad Conductor 
J^odeo Cowboy - 
Hay Baler 
Farm, Hand 
Tenant Farmer 
Groundskeeper 
MdchlrW" Oprnitor 



64.4 
. 66.5 

64.1 

63.8 
-66.1 

62.3 ^ 

64. Op 

64.3 . 
^ 66. 5'- 

66.3 
^ 63.7 

66.5 
.58.5 

63-. 5 " 

64.1 

60. *7 

59.2 

59.2 . 

56.7 

56.. 1 

53.4 

54.1- 
; 56.5 

54.0^ 
• 50.0 

45.8. 
' 46.. 3 




67.0 
65.1 
66.7 

65.8-*\ 
64.0' 
66.1 
64.3 
63.7 
' . 61.9 
61 .8 
"63.7 ' 

60.5 - 
65.9 

60 .'4 ' 
60.4 ^ 
^s.60.5 
57.7 . 
56.5 
55.5 
53.1 . 
52.3 

49.6 . 
51 .'1 

•45; 2 
47.8 
•45.0' 




xJable 8,, Family t^abiing Statys and the 
^ Prestige of AgricuUur;iV%pupations 



^ . ' 7 — 

Occupatidn 



Sharecropper 
(Kill floor Worker 
Filling! Station Attendant 
Clothes Pres^e/ in Laundry 
Migratory Farm Worker 



' Family Farming Status 



') ' Famil*y Owns,' Family Does Not Own, 

Bents, or Leases Rent, or Lejasre ar 

a Farm or Rgnch , Farrti or* Ranch . 

• (1000) (1392) 



45.8 

• 45 i 6 s*., 
4h:2 
35.2 

34.7 ■ 



41.2 • 
.• 39.1 
37.9' . 
33.7 ^ 
33.4 ,. 



. ( 



34 



Alexander, C. Norman, Jr* I 
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